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ABSTRACT • . , 

The prosocial behavior of 52 preschool children <ras 
assessed using thre^' different approaches; naturalistic observation, 
laboratory measures, and teac.her rati-ngs,. During the naturalistic 
observation, an observer, either male or female, focused oa one child 
at a time and recocted any examples of prosocial behavior - 
demonstrated by the child as well as the antecedeats (whether a 
request preceded the behavior andT, if so, which- type" of request) and 
the consequences of this behavior (wtiether the recipient expressed 
gratitude or reciprocated). Each child .was observed for an average of 
79 minutes .over a period of 5 months. During the last month of the 
observation, laboratory measure's of perspective talcing, prosocial 
'behavior, and Empathy were takehi Three teachers then rated the 
children's prosocial behavior -.under different eliciting situations:, 
explicit request from the teacher, explicit request froi|. another 
child, or st)ontanepus behavior without a request. Analysis of the 
antecedents and .consequences of, the prosocial behavior, the 
struct-ured measures of perspective taking, and the components of 
empathy suggest the relative importance of various contextual and 
rfotivational influences on each type of prosocial behavior. -Pre?chooX 
children demonstrate a sensitivity, to the needs and feelings of their 
peers, and this capacity, though not tapped by traditional measures 
of perspective taking^ may mediate prosocial behavior in the natural 
setting. Methodological' implications are also presented, 
rauthor/d^) - ' " 
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Abstract ' 

Pfosocial behavior in 52 preschool children was assessed using three 
different approaches ; naturalistic observation of specific prosocial acts, 
labpratory measures of perspective taking, empathy, and two types of prosocial 
behaviors, and teacher ratings of prosocial behaviors under different eliciting 
situations. The observational categories included antecedent and consequent 
conditions. Different categories of prosocial' behavior within settiugs were 
relatively independent, however, certain structure^d measures were useful for 
predicting naturalistic behaviors, accounting for 31% to 43%^ of the variance 
of the observational^categories. ■ Analysis of . the antecedents and consequences 
of the prosocial behavior, the structured measures of perspective taking, and 
the canponents of empathy suggest the relative importance of various contextual 
and motivational influences on. each type of prosocial behavior. Preschool 
children demonstrate a .8eil§*itivity to the needs and feelings of their peers 
and this capacity, though not tapped by traditional measures of perspective 
.taking, may mediate prpsocj-al behavior' in the natural setting.. Methodological 
implications are also presejited. 
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Prosocial Behavior, Pers'pective Taking, and Empathy in Preschool Children: 
^ , * • * - 

An Evaluatiorf'of' Naturalistic and , Structured Settings 

Questions have be^en ir^ised about the interrelationship between different 
categorJ.es of prosociaPTjehaviors within a single context and 'the relationship 
between measures of prosocial behavior across contexts. These questions have 
broad implications ^or mechanistic and organismic models of human development,' 
^for methodological concerns with univariate approaches to social behavior and 

for theoretical conceptualizations of develppmeqtal processes and the attendant 

• 'I * ' •« 

intervention strategies, , • i^ ^ • 

f . , ^ • . . . ^ ^ 

Issi^s of consistency and .generality arise with respect to conceptual 

difference^ in niode^s of development (Rees^ Oyerton, 1970)* The presupposition 

that pfosocial behaviors are independent categories of . behavioral events which 

^ . • • ' . ' 

are only related to the extent that they share similar s^tuatlonal-contefJctual 

controls is central, to the ^nechanistic "world view, Thepe behaviors are hypoth- ^ 

esized to be independent in^ expression, developing through identical processes, 

i',e\, general ' behavior ^theory, -The expectation thaj: thgre is a^ relationship 

between behaviors and processes and that an interrelationship exists between 

those prosocial' behaviors which reflect congruent socl'o-cogill'five processes^ 

is a ^corollary of the organismic world view.. This' ap^roach^raises the possibility 

of structural relationships between cognitive aarid- affective processes mediarting' 

social knowledge and .social-emotional behavior^. Thus l^havior^ reflecting 

different motivational processes may be independent but {.patterns should 

emerge, for behaviors sharing structural origins. ^ 

•* * ^ * ^^ ^ 
Most studies of prosocial behavioT. do not permit an^evaluation of these 

assumptions because ithey rely on a, single measure bt?^ particular form in an 

atypical context. Generalizations of these findings or comparisons between 

studies has been very difficult and, raises quei^tions 'about *the reliability aird 

valiSiity of the measured. Assessment procedures for ^prosocial interactions 
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must therefore consider different forms of i^rosocial behavior, 'different 
contexts, and different patterns of antecedents and consequences.. Studies 
that use measures. of different forms of prosocial behavior do nbt always 
examine them -in the same context or systematically vary contexts for t?he^ ^ 
same behavior. The few studies phat. report the relationship between '\ 

different forms of prosocial b^h^vior indicate a l^w buf statistically 
significant correlation (e.g.. Hay, 197^; Yarrow aod. Waxier , 1976). Rushtqn 
(19760 suggests a correlation of .30 is most representative of tfh^e findings. ^ 
In the present study, four forms of prospct^ behavior, helping, sharing-, 
cooperating, and comforting, are, assessed in a naturalistic ^setting 'Bnd 

4 • 

with teacher ratings, and two forms', sharing and helping ate assessed with 
sjtructure^ task^ in order to assess the relationship between different 

.categories of prosocial behavior in the same setting, and the consistency 
of" two forms of prosocial behavior icro^s settings. If different forms of 
prosocial behaviors are not related or the relationship is dependent oi> 
the context, then analysis of the motivational processes involved^in prosocial 
behavior must consider multiple contexts. Tonifik, Gelfand, Hartmann, ■ 

* Cromer, and ,Millsapp (Note 1) and Eisenberg-Berg and Lennon (1986) have 
demonstrated the importance of antecedents and consequences in the analyses 
of consistency and the conceptualization of motivational processes of 

' prosocial behavior. Whether, the behavior i^ spontaneous, requested by. tfie ' 
recipient^ 'or Requested by another ch^il^ or adult, and-whether the behavior 
is followed by any form of positive' acknowledgment by a peer or^an adult 
is also assessed in this study. .ll is hypothesized that prosociaf behayiora ^ 
assessed in different settings wJll not be related. ^ . - 

' • ; . - / ' 
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Different theoretical approaches suggest a variety of determinants of 

prosocial behaviors including expectations of reciprocity or approval, . 

norms of res{x)n8ibility , affective arousal to distress, and .socio- 
^* ' . . * 

cognitive development. Consistency between content categories of prosoci'al • 
behavior would suggest a singfe mot ivatibnal , basis , e.g., a trait approach. 
If a lack of consistency between categories is •present, 'patterns may 
atill exist; for clusters of behaviors sharing similar motivational ba^es. 
Intervention, Strategies would tl>en fqrcus on these .processes. If patterns 
cannot be found , intervention would-be limited to attenjpts to' change' j\ 
particular behaviors in a particular C9ntext.. \ 

The mediatipnal rol\e of emotional responsiveness and socia], cognition 
ajs predictors of different patterns of prosocial behaviors is examined 
in ^h^s study. Using composite measures of prosocial behavior (Eisenberg- 

.Berg & Lennon, 1980; Krebs & Sturrup, 1974; Allen, Note 2), measures of 
sharing ^.Buckley, Siegel, & Ness, 1979; Miller, 1979;, Leiman, Note 3; 
Sawiit, Ntfte'.4; Tierney, Not^ 5), or measures of helping (Aderman &^Berk6yitz, 
1^70; Buckley, et al., 1979; Kehrabian & Epstein, 1972; Sawin,^Note 4) . ^ ^ 
resefirch^rs generally report positive relationships with empathy. The 
Relationship between empathy aiid coi^peration or comforting is usually unexamined 
or not significant, (cf., Eisenberg & Lennon^ 1980j Levine & Hoffman, 1975;' 

^'Marcus, T^lleen, & !lo,ke, 1979;.#Tiemey , Note 5)., There is'strong support 
for the argument tt'hat empathy 'me^diates prosocial behavior but the natute of 
the relationship may l^e dependent oii the motivational processes involved^ in 
different categories -of -prosocial behavior. 

The importance of the proced\nr%s for assessing empathy and the way in 
which empatly is conceptualized h^^ been documented as well (lannotti, 1975b, 
1979; Shantz, 1975). .Measures' of empathy may be differentiated on the 
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basis of whether they require a cognitive' or emotional 'response' and 
whether thJ^g response iS" to situational cu6s or affective cues. There 
ifi^^evidence that the relationships between prosocial behaviors and empathy 
is dependent** upon the particular definition and measurement techniques 
Used for empathy (lannotti, 1975a; Allen, Note 2->. It is naive to assume 
that emotional responsiveness will affect all types of prosocial behaviors 
in the same manner or that all prosocial acts reflect a single form of 
empathy. Different complex patterns of pr^osocial^ behavior are likely to 
be mediated by different forms Of' empathy. Certain forms of prosocial 
behavior, e.g., helping that is not explicitly requested, may be dependent 
on more cognitive aspects of empathy, responding cognitively to the 
situa|;4^ of the other. Other prosocial acts, e.g,, spoi^taneoudly comforting 
ano^BOTv/ are likely ta be mediated by affective empathy, responding 

\^^t(6i^^aXly to the affective cues of another. A measure of empathy 
,^|.^\^e fleets these different cue6?and different levels of emational 

' i^o^!^|ment is used ih ^the present' stud]f in order^to examine the possible 
re:|^ti<S3[ship between' different forms- of empathy and different patterns ^ * 

of' prosoci^al behavior. It is expected that the motivational processes 

medf^ting the, d3.f ferent forms of prosocial ^behavior would be context; and content 

* • ^ ^ • . 

depelftdent wi thi.empathic processes influencing sharing and comforting more 

• ' fc < ' * ^ 

^_ 

than helping and* co-operating*.' ^ t 

■t, „ , - • . 

The corresponding argument can be con$tiiicted for the influence of 

, perspective-taking processes on prosocial behavior. ..Jleas'ures of perspective 

taking, havp been positively correlated with helpJbg and ^sharing and attempts 

tovfenhance perspective-taking skills have prodyc^ increased prosocial behavior 

/ , . . * - ^ , ' ^ - 

(AKtomer & Murray, 1979; Buckley^ et al., 197^^. Chandler,' 1973; lAinotti, 1978; 

Rubin & Schneider, 1973; Staub, 1971) • But, ther^ is spme contradictory 
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evidence and it is questiontable that the relationship, is consistent across 
all ages and across all measures of ' "perspeqtive taki'ng (Eisenberg-Berg & Lennon, 
1980, Johnson, 1975; -Rushton & i/i-ener, 1975; Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, '& 
Brady-Smith, 1977; Eisenberg-Berg X Lennon, 1980). The mediational role of 
perspective-taking processes may be dependent on the contextual and motivational 
elements of the social interchange. Perspective-taking measures which 
assess per ceptLual processes, e.g., spatial perspective taking, or require . . 
understanding' of anVfamiliar adult or hypothetical peer, are less likely 
to reflect the Interde pendencies between cognitive and social, domains. A 
battery of assessment procedures ^ich indicate social and "affective understanding 
of familiar peers and adults provides a basis for evaluating th&nature^of 
the relationship, an^ for analyzing the role of particular "forms of perspective 
taking as mediators of particular patterns of prosocial behavior. .In the 
present study three perspective-taking measures assess social perspective^ 
taking in relation to familiar peers and adults. In addition to these 
structured measures of different forms of perspective taking a potential 
naturalistic measure of "perspective taking^ i.e the ability of the child 
to anticipate the needs of a peer, is investigated in the context o"f prosocial 
"interactions. Perspective-taking processes are assumed to facilitate more 
cognitive and self-beneficiary acts such as cooperation and helping. It is 
expected that the nature of these relationships will be further dependent on 
the particular measure of the motivational processes and ' the. -extent to which 
it relies on situational and affective cues. 
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Subjects ' # ^ 

The 52 children (21 f emaleg^^and 31 malep) in this study atteqjled ,a - 
Tflreschool in a small midwestern^city. Their average age was 59 'jnonths 
with k range of 52 to'66. The children were from predominately white, 
middle <:lass homes. The preschool had jno dominant conceptual orientation; 
the major goal was to provide opportunities for peer interaction and to 
prepare the children for "an '.elementary school environment* The preschool 
classes met in two groups of 26 children each*, three times a week either 
in th6 morning or the afternoon. , ' , 

Procedure » J 

Sl|J^it was the locatioiv*fofc,.the field experiences of classes in 
,deyeiopmental psychology, th^ children in t)ie preschool were' accustomed to 
adults, including the twpT.obseifVers for this study, observing and recording 
their behavior. The observer, either male or female, focused on one chiW 
at' a time and recorded &ny examples' of prpsocial behavior demon^rated, by | 
thls-child as well as the antecedents and^ consequences of this behavior. 
The average child was observed (in random order) for three' sessions .totaling 
79 minute^s over a per^h^d five months. During the last month of observatio 
laboratory measures of " perspective taking, prosj^cial behavior, and empathy 
were administered andft:he three /teachers of the class rated the children's 
prosocial behaviors. 



Observational Categories 
Four categories of p 
sharing, cooperation, helping, and c<ra£q[rtyg. ^Iq addition to coding the 

0 



Four categories of prosocial behavior were recorded by two trained obsei 
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prosocial behavior , ^t'We observers .indiha'ted the antecedents (whether a' 
r^uest preceded the behavior and if 'so which type of request) and the 
consequences (whether the recipient lexpi^essed gratitude or rieciprotrated) 
of, the act. Reliability was established with both observers jcbrfing for 
300 minutes. Reliability was computed by dividing the sessions Injto 'tyo- 
minute samples and ccmpuking the number of agreements divided by the, a^reenjeijts 
plus ^disagreements for 150 time s^ples. .The overall reliability for . jjk , 

Identifying- prosocial e<;ents vgas 86% while agreements that nothing occurfdd^x- 
.during a tWfe minute segment was 89%. The definition of the Categories , and ; A / 
the reliability of each category is presented in Table 1. ^ ' \ 

Insert Table 1 about here 



Fqr each (fhild^'the number of times a particular behavior occurred was 
divided by the nijmbef of minutes/ the child was observed^ to provide a rate of 
occurrence for each If the categories. These rates were then used for all ^ 
data analyses. . . . ' 

Laboratory measures ^ 

During the^ last four weeks of observation eac^ child, iti a random order, 
was taken -to a room in the preschool building where prosocial behavior, 
p^spective^teking , and empathy were assessed. A familiar adult, one of the 
two 'observers, requested that the child accompany him or her to the other 
room in order to play^some games. " On the way to the room, the subject was 
asKed a series of questions about school and their siblings to provide the 
information necessary for some of the* tasks. T^e session lasted approximately 
15 minutes. There were three taeasures of perspective taking: Hiding game, 



/ 
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Choice* game, and Nickel-Dime Game; two. measures of prosocial behavior, • 
helping and sharing; and a sing4e measure of empathy. .The measure/ are as . 

follows : ' . . ' *^ • * - 

' ' lfelping « As the experimenter was ecording information on a form,' he or » 
she "accidentally" knocjced a container of pencils onto the floor.' The 
experimenter said, "Oopa," and continued writing for 20 secotids, and then 
procfeeded to retrieve the pencils from the floor for 30 seconds. The child 
who spontaneously helped during the initial 20 seconds- received a scoi:e of 2. 
The child who helped during the time when. the experimenter was collecting the 
pencils' received a score of 1 . If the child did help, they wepe npt thanked, ' 
but instead were told. where 'to piit the pencils. 

Penny Hiding- . The^Devr^es (1970) Penny Hiding Game was administered to 

\ 

the children to assess social perspective taking in an interactive game^. 
The child is instructed to guess the locafcibn of a penny which for several 
trials has been hidden in one of Dh,e ^xperi&enter hands. On tljp following, \ 
six trials, the "tdiild is asked to hide the penny so that the experimenter can 
guess its location. When the ex'periment.er is hiding,- the location of the ^ ' 
penny is controlled. There are pennies^ in both'hands 'fpr- the first three 
presentations. Both hands are empty for the -second three presentations, and 
both hands contain pennies in the seventh trial . ' - 

The. scoring x)f this task is based on the ten-point system used by ; 
Devries; a low score reflects a lack of awareness that an indlvi^ul can, be 
deceptive and possesses private information ^ and a high score reflects awareness 
of perspective taking and attempts to trick the other individual with a 
deceptive hiding strategy.. This measure has be^n judged *by researchers in the ^ 
'field to be interesting to and appropriate for ybung children (Kurdek, Note 6). 



Gift Choice. The ^i ft Choice^Task developed \>y Flavell (TASK IIIB, 
1968) and htfs also been judged to be_^a realistic game, appropriate for young 
/children ^Kurdek, Note 6). The child is shown a "store" with stockings, 
neckties, toy trucks, dolls , and books ^nd is asked^to select a ^ift for'his' 
or Her father, mother, teacher, opposite, sexed sibling or- fi;iend, and him 

o^r^ herself. ,* ^* ' . ^ , ^ 

*■ » 
The scoring aystesn^- which Vs described hy Flavell, ^places ^ thild' in 

"one of four levels depending on \Aether they egocentrically -select ^ xole-^ \ - 

inappropriate. gift .for an; adult or whether they demonstrate perspective taking 

by selecting gifts which are 'role appropriate for the recipient., 

Nickel-Dime Game / This task, alsli described by, Flavell, was. included 

t9 assess more advanced levels of perspect-lve taking. The child is 

shown a bbx containing 5 pennies^ with a "5" written on the oujtside, and 

a^ox containing 10 pennies with a "10" on the outside. The child is 

^ \, ^ y ' - ' . 

told tliat another child is going to guess which box ha^mon^y. in 'it.- 

The -child must trick the other child by removing the money from one of 

^ . . : . . • ^ 

the boxes. Next the child is asked to choose between the 5 and 10 cent 

•boxes left T>y "t'lie child before you.**; Based on the child's reason? for ' 

, selecting a partiqurar box, perspe-ctive-fc^ki^ijg processed rather than the ^. 

actual solutions to the problems are evaluated^ with a,6-point classification 

of perspective taking.' A child who cannot give any reasons, ar motlve*s ^for . 
. ' ^ , ^ ^ ^ • J 

behaviors receives the lowest score; a- child who can reflect on *othersJe . 
motives and reasons ^in their decision receives a higher score. • . ' 

Empathy . -The. measure of ^empathy is- described by lannotti (19Z8). The 
child Is told a story about a picture and. asked to. Indicate his or ^er own 
feelfngs and the- feelings of the character^in the story. The story only 
' describes the situation while the picture shows the si.tttation and the 
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character^'s emotion. In 8* of the %6 pictures^ tHe emotional expression of 

' - 1 

the character wap incongruent with the situation, for example, a sad boy 
at a birthday party. To indicate his'or her oiwn and' the char.acter's feelings 
the child was asked to point to* one of four pairs of drawings of faces, 
\*ich were verbally labelled as hap^y, sad, afraid, and angry.- The eight 
incongruent stiinuXi were used to indicate whether*"the chila responded to 
the situational cu^s or the emotional cues of the character. Situational 
empathy was scored as the number of r^pcmse^s to these stimuli which 
matched the situational cues and affective empathy was^ scored using the 
responses which matched the emotional cues (lannotti, 1975a), 

Sharing . . Each child was given 'a choice of either M & M's or raisins. 
Eleven J5f the preferred items were given to the children while the 

experftienter indicated that they "could leave some for (their 

best friend)." Severjal options were presented (eating all, giving some, 
and giving all of the candy or raisins). The child was then left alone to 
pat the, c^andy in an envelope marked wit'h the name of his or her best friend. 
The( number of candles shared with the friend was' the sharing score. 

-Teacher Ratings . During^ the fifth month of the project, the two teachers 
in each of the preschool classes rated the children's prosocial behaviors 
using a 7-point score. The form included 39 items indicating positive 
and negative examples of sharing. Cooperating^ helping , and comforting. The 
eliciting' situation for the behaviors, inclu9lr«g_explicit request from the 
teacher, explicit request, by another child, or spontaneous behavior without 
a request, was, also varied. The total scTore for the items relating to each 
. eliciting situatidn and each category of prosocial behavior, was conputed 
for each child. 

• ' - • 
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Results 



The means for- males and females on all measures are shown in Table 2» 
The empathy measure, is divided into four ^categories depending on whether the 
subject's response mat<;hes' the affective or situational cues depicted in the 
Jn'congruent stimuli^ i.e,, labeling thfe character's or one's own emotions 
based on- the situational cues and -lal)dling^he character or one's otn 
emotions as ap.propriate to the emotio^nal cues* 



Insert Table 2 about here 



A total of 421 n^turallyoccuring prdsocial events were observed. The 
prosocial behavior with the highest frequency was co^erative behavior. ^ 
Only one incident of comforting behavior was cc^ded. . However, we* should note 
that affectionate behavior was not recorded and the distress cues had to be 
clear belore the behavior was coded as comforting. It may be that comforting 
occurred but was not preceded by clear affective distress. The observers 
did. note comforting in children otlid!^ than the target child for the particular 
observation 'period. Because of* thi,s low rate the data with rWspec^ to con- 
forting will not be discussed further. Therat^s 9! the prosocial behaviors 
are qultg. low, consistent with the rates found In other observational studies 

(e.g. ,^ Eisenberg-Berg^ & Lennon, 1979; Yarrow^ Waxier, 1976). 

' * K ' 

The laboratory measures of helping. indicate that 39% of the males and 

29% of the females helped pick up pencil^-^one-third of these acts occurred, 

^before the adult attempted to collect ,>tfhem. The average child who did 

share, 55% of the males and 57%^. df the females, gave a little more than 

half of the available candy to ai. best friend^, M » 5.9. The group average 

} - ' • 

Including nbngivers was 3.^. The Penny Hiding Game and Gift Choice Task 

indicate tliat these children were aware that 'others have different needs ' ^ 

and different knowledge, but they were not able to use this know^^edge in 

• 14 
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the Nickel-Dime Game. The complexity of the latter task and the need to 
verbalize the thought process may have made this task more difficult for 
these preschoolers. The performance on the empathy stimuli was not signif- 
• icantly above chance (a score of 2) except for the child's ability to 
label th/s. affective state of another based on emotional cues . 
' , "There were no/.sign'ificant xii^f ferences between males and females in the 
•naturaUstic data or the laboratory measures. Significant sex differences 
•were found for the teacher ratings of sharing, t^ (50) = 3.63, £ < .001; and 
comforting, _t (50) » 2.33, £ < .05. ^ . , 

^ Although these children were from the same age-grouped classes within the 

- preschool, two of the behaviors showed a relationship with age, cooperative 

behavior and performance on the Penny Hiding Game. Both of these increases 

are consistant with past research (Bryan, 1975; Devries, 1970; RadkeTYarrow-, 

\ ' ■ ty ■ - • ■ 

Z^^hn•^^axler, & Chapman, in press). 

Analysis of Antecedents and Consequences . The prosocial events were most 
frequently preceded by a direct request from a teacher, 38.2%. ^owever, 
28% of the prosocial a<its occurred without a verbal or non-verbal request 
for a teacher or another child. In mpst of these incidents, 23%, the 
recipient was judged to have ^a genuine need for the prosocial act. although . 
it was not explicitly expressed to the altruist. Sharing and refusals to 
be pr'osoci^ were usually preceded by a verbal ot nonverbal request from 
the potential recipient, 60.2% and 50% respectively. Cooperative behavior 
' wa's usually elicited by a teacher request, 60%, irtiile; helping behavior was „ 
u§ually preceded by no request, 54%, or 68.3% when no need is included. ^ 
Verbal and nonverbal requests from a child were more likely to result in 
refusals, 29%, than requests^ from a ^ac^^ 14%. 
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Excluding refusals to show prosocial behavior when it is requested, 75% 
of the prosocial acts were followed by no apparent consequences, 17% by an 
expression of gratitude, 6% by a prosocial act, and 2% by affectionate^ 
behavior. 

^eJ.ations within Settings . The correlation matrix for the iiiore frequent 
observational categories and the laboratory meas^ures is presented*in Table 3. 



Insert Table 3 a))but here 



The observational categories of prosoci:l3>^behavior were unrelated except 
that sharing is correlated with -refusing to \>e prosocial. 

As has been found in past research, two laboratory measures of prosocial 

\ 

behavior were unrelated. The same is true of the three measures of perspective 
taking. The structured measure of sharing was significantly correlated with' 
labeling others' emotions bashed on affective cues; £ (50) » .32, £ <.05, and 
negatively related to role-appropriate gift choice, £ (50) "^'^^^ £ <»01. 
Helping an adult was positively correlated with using situational cues to 
identify anothers' affect; £ (5a) « .29', £ <.05. The teacher ratings , not. 
shown in Table 3, were all significantly related, with correlations ranging 
from .34 to .82.' * ^ > ' 

Relations Between Settings . In spite of the relative independence t)f the 
behaviors within settings, there 'were some relationships betw?6n settings. 
Behaving prosocially v^en there has been no request is negatively correlated 
with cognitive tasks such as the Nickel-Dime Game and positively related to 
sensitively to affective cue8# Sharing in the preschool was positively 
correlated with tKe laboratory measure of sharing; £ (50) = .33', £ <.05, 
and with labeling another's affect based on tl\e Emotional cues; £ (50) « .33, 

16 
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£ <»05i Being asked ^to demonstrate a prosccial behavior* but refusing is 
associated with laboratory measures of sharing, £ (50) = •SS, £ <,05,, and 

' 9 

responding to anpther.'s emotional cues; £ (sO) = •SS, p <,05» . ^ 

<» J, • 

The teacher ratings omitted froA Table 3 were not rej^ated tp' any, of the 
naturally occuring prosocial behavixjrs. Teacher ratings of comforting was 
related to some of the laboratory measures* Teacher raftings of comforting weye 
positively correlated with performance on the Gift ^^^^^^ Task, £ (50) - .34, 
p < .05, and negatively c^)rrelated with sharing iti the laboratory setting; 
£ (50) = .41, £ <.0l.'. 

Regressiop analyses were performed to see. if the laboratory measures could 
be used to predict performance in a natural setting. As evidenced by the 
correlation Matrix the weightings used for th^ laboratory measures were not 
always in the predicted ciirectl^n, however, when used together the measures 
did demonstrate some predictive validity. The laboratory measures accounted 
for 31%, 38%, 31%, and -43% of^^the variance of sharing, cooperating, helping, 
and refusing to be prosocial, respectively. The two mes^sures which were 
usually entered first or second in the regjf^ssion equation were the empathy 
measure and the sharing task.' The' pattern af entry of the laboratory measures 
varied greatly, however, between observat;ional categories. The components of 
thfe onpathy measure accounted for 13, 17^ 23, and 19 percent of the variance 
,of sharing,, cooperating, helping, and refusing to be -prosocial, respectively.* 

, DISCUSSION 

There was no relationship between different categories of prosocial 

* ♦ * • * if 

behavior within the same setting. This was the case for the four categories 
assessed in the natural setting well as the two categories, helping and ^ 
sharing, which were assessed with ^structured tasks (cf. Eisenberg-Berg & 
Lennon, 1980, Yarrow & Waxier, 1976). Performance on the^three strurfured 
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measures of perspective tal^ng was also relatively independent (cf • Kurdek, 

1977; Rubin, 1978)* One solution to this problem' has been to use a simple 

sum or weighted combination of the scores on these measures to obtain a 

single indicator of a child's behavior^ A total derivecJ from a battery of 
• * ' , 

measures is more representative of a child's involvement in prosocial ^ 

>. ' • ' " 

behaviors and more sensitive to gross relationships (Rushtori, 1976; Zahn-Waxler, 
et al., 1977)* However, combining multiple measures of prosocial behavior 
to- obtain a single score ignores differences in motivational systems, the 
nature of the interpersonal relationship, and the contextual arrangement. 
^Understanding of the precise , processes is sacrificed , by ^assuming similar 
motivational systems for all prosocial behaviors and similar mediational 
processes for all measures of social cognition. These findings affirm the 
need for multiple measures of .so'cial behaviors which are ecologically 
valid and sensitive to .motivational processes. 

Are structured m^sures of ^oSocial behavior valid 'predictors of prosocial 
interchanges in the preschool setting? The sharing task was related to sharing 
behaviors observed in thev preschool setting. The helping task was npt 
signifi<;antly related to any category of prosocial behavior. The helping task^ 
involved prosocial behavior to an adult while the sharing task involved 
* generous! ty t?q a good friend. One explanation of the independence between 
structured, and naturalistic measures of j^el^ing is that the setting, contextual 

V 

constraints, and focus of attention are all' situational determinants of pro- 
social behavior. The sharing task permits ^ reflective^ decision of . 
generoosi^ to a familiar peer . Different motivational processes may be 
involved in other prosocial categories since the inte;rcorrelated nat\iral- 
istic and structur^ measures of sharing were independent of other measures 
and categories'. The^lationship between the two measi^es of sharing 
suggest that laboratory tasks •can be designed so as to attain predictive 
validity. ' 18 f * 
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In contract to the other meastires, the teacher ratings of prosocial behavior 

were very consistent across categories and across eliciting situations. These ' 

high correlations may reflect observational biases ^r "halo" effects for t;he 

teachers. Chiliiren tended to be high or low without differentiation between 

categories or situations. Sex differeijces favoring females were present for 

> 

two of the categories. These findings conform to our sex role stereotypes but 

do not correspond to the observational data g:e ported here and elsewhere (e.g.'f 

Barrett, 1979). It is likely that observer biases confound the validity of 

teacher ratings. The lack of correlation between teacher ratings and structured 

. or observational measures of prosocial behavior would indicate that the use of 

teacher ratings as the sole measure of behavior should bd avoided. Independent 

corrabbration of teacher ratings as sources of data are recommended.^ 

Analyses of antecedents and consequences of the prosocial acts and of the 

social cognitive mediators facilitate the conceptualization of processes 

influencing prosocial behavior. 'Teachers! have a substantial influence on 

♦ 

prosocial, behavior in preschool children. Teacher requests account for a 
greater proportion of the antecedents of pros^iej. behavior than any other 
behavior and, they are'lesQ likely to be refused than , requests from a child. 
In most cases thiese are requests for cooperative behavior such as working 
together in the block corner or working together to clean up a toy with 
wh^ichj5oth children were playing. Prosocial behaviors following a teacher 
request were no more likely to .be followed by positive i;e8ponses such as an 
expression qf gratitude and a prosocial act (sharing or affection) than any 

♦ 

other antecedent category* The low frecjuen^ of prosocial acts, the low 
frequency of positive consequences, and the proportion of r^usals in response 
to requests are consistent with past, research (Eisenberg, et\l., 1981, 
tarrow 6^ Waxier, 1976; Tonick^ et al.. Note 1).- 
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Children frequently exhibit prosocial behaviors without receiving direct 

requests from , the recipient or indirect r^uests from teachers or peers* The 

No Request and No Need antecedents account for 28% of the prosocial acts* 

In the No Request category, there is clear evidence that these children ' 

• * 

V 

were sensitive to the needs of the oth^r child. Two examples Illustrate this 
point. The path of a child with an armload of Playdough was blocked by two 
chairs. Another child stopped her ongoing activity, and moved the chair 
before the approaching child reached it. In another example of .prosocial 
behav;Lor with the no requests antecedent , a boy ssrV another child spill a 
puzzle ^on the floor and assisted him in picking it up. Responding to the 
needs of others when there i^ only a low probability of reinforcement would 
suggest that these "'children are aware of the feelings and motives of others 
and that they act on this awareness. , . 

^ Two processes frequently used^to Explain prosocial behavior in response 
to the needs of otherl are empathy and social- perspective taking .(Aronfreed, 
1968; Hoffmkn, 1975; lannotti, i975b; Stau^,* 1971)X The results of the 
regression analyses provide substan^al evidence that emotional responsiveness 
relates to prosocial behavior but the relationship depends on the form of 
prosocial behavior, the nature of the empathic cues, \ and the quality of the 
response tp those cues. Other researcl) has suggested a complex relationship 
between empathy and prosocial behavior depending on a variety of factors 
including contextual elements (Gove & Ke'^ating, 1979; Miller-, 1979; Radke- 
Yarrow, et al., in press). Responses to the lempathy stimuli -were the best 
predictors of the various observational and structured measures of prosocial 
behavior, but the relationship depends on whether the chillis responding ^ 



to situationaL or affective cues. 
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The correlational results indicate., that recognizing another's affect 

based on situational cues is related to helping an adult in a structured 

setting. The ability to identify situational cues and to infer from these 

the needs and affective state of others may be an important element of ther 

helping response (cf., Allen, Note 2). Situational cues aJLso indic^e the ■ 

foxa of aid which is Quired. Howeve^ it is important to note that labeling 

^^nother's affect based on situational cues is positively related to teacher 

Requests and negatively related to spontaneous prosocial behaviors without 

requests. It is possible that these children are more sensitive to a4^ults 

and adult .cues and were, therefore, more likely to help an adult in the 

structfeed setting and more likely to receive a request; from a teacher. 

Consistent with th^s interpretation, Eisenberg, et al. indicate that children ^ 

who show spontaneous prosocial behaviors are less dependent and adult oriented 

than those who are asked to behave prosocially. The positive correlation 

between sharing and r^usals to be prosocial suggest t^at there are indeed ' 

certain children who 'experience more opportunities to behave prosocially 

and consequently to refuse prosocial requests. • 

Inferring another^s emotions based on 'the af fectl>^ .cues of the other 

s ^ ' . ' . 

predicts sharing in .both the structured and the natural settings ^while. responding 

emotionally to these cues correlates With refusing to be prosocial. This Is' . 

consistent with the relationship^ between affective labeling and sharing reported 

by Tierney' (Note'^5). Sharing behavior may be mediat«d by responses to af'fectiv 

cues. Once recognizing that the other is, in need', the altruist feels sympathy 

(not anpathy) for the other child and is motivated toward prosocial sacrifice 

'to benefit the other. That is, the- child apparently does not' have to feel,the 

emotions of the other^ but merely needs t^be able to recognize thfe. affective 

N ' ' . " ^ •- ■ ■ 

cues (cf.- Tierney » Note 5). Note that labeling otfiets emotions , basgd on 
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affectiv^ cues is positively correlated with^ the Nd Request category^ of - 

antecedents; responding to the needs 'another without an explicit request 

may require sensitivity to the emotional state of the other. Contrary to 

the theoretical expectation, f1i^.s No> Request category v;as unrelated or 

negatively relit ed to structured meas.ures of social perspective taking. 

Tlie fact* that responding eiiotionally. to another's af fe^tive^ues is 

correlated with refusals to be , pro social is .consistent, with other research 

A®. 

(lannotti, 1975a) and may explain the changes with age in this relationship. 
A*- young child* who experiences the, same affect as someone in need may be 
motivate to deal with hi^/her own 'distress first^ .rather than the distress 
of the other. Th^ emotional response may , interfere ^with the abij.ity to 
differentiate self and other and* thereby prevent..^ canpassio^a^ response 
to. the plight of the other. Empathy meastures whf^ly do'^ot differentiate 
between responses to affective and situational cues (e.g., B^ke, 1971; - 

1 ^ . ' . \ " ' . 

Feshbach & Roe, 1969) tend to be pteitiyeiy cprrelated with prosocial acits 
while those that do di^fferentiate /Burn^<i&^CQvey; 1957; < lannOtti, l975a, 
1979; tie'rney. Note 5) indicate a negative^ relationship for. emotional 
responses to affectiv* eues and a po8itive_^ relationship for emotional 

" • . . . • ° ; : . *. .... 

responses to situational cues. ^ ^ 

The relative Importaiica of af£^;ctive 'cues is ^supported '1>y the resists "Slk 
IJexspective-taklng tasks*. Alth6ugh it 1^ c^lear .that these children demonptrdte 
basic perspective' 'taking processes 'an4 ^are aware of the fieeds of others, their 
performance on the more- compjLex task is quite simixHstic. The perspectivl- 
taking tasks w^'re significant ^aredicto^ in the regression equation but the 
only significant cotrelatlon indicates negative'relaXionship between the 
sharing task and the Gift Choice'GamV. Again this suggests that in children, 
'this young,, concern with nonaffec^iv^ cueS-^ay be inappropriate to a sharing 
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response. (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1980; Johnspn^^ 1975; Rubin & Schneider, 1973; 
Rushton & Wiener, 1975; Zahn-Waxler, et al., 1977). lannottl (l9^t^,provided ' 
evidence that more advanced perspective taking processes are involved in ^ 
the sharing behavioj|- of older children and that the relationship between 
perspective takimg and prosocial behavior is not evident imtil these more 
advanced levels' are attained. 

• . » V 

Thus, it is clear -that these youngf children are sensitive to the needs 
and emotions of their peers ang that they us^ this awareness in their social 
interchanges. The lack of a consistent relationship between perspective 
tajcing an4 prosocial behavior in the natural setting implies that^ for 
preschoolers at least, the capacity. to tmdefstand the point^of view or* 
cognitions of* another does not assure prosocial behavior. Indeed such a 
skill may also help the chiia find alternatives to prosocial behavior Csuch 
as refusing to share, ignoring the reljuest,* or promising the toy in the 
future rather than giviog ^ up in the present). But considering the low 
rate of prosocial behaviors \nd the modest reliability of the measures, the 
^edictive power of the batxery of laboratory measures is quite surprising. 

I Prosocial behavior as'observed inttthese ^preschool children, does not 
conform to .any simplistic formulations of the*mechanistic or organismic, models . 



Although the^ ia*llttle generality between categories of prosocial behavior.^ 
as suggested by Xhe mechanistic model, the patterns ojf situational antecedents 
and consequences of the acts do not fit the predictions made by reinforcement 

^theories which are representative of this model. The children demonstrate a 
substantial proportion of prosocial acts which are seemingly spontaneous and 
a smaller proportion of their prosocial acts are followed by reinforcing 
Jconsequences i^a reinforcement rate which- probably does not discriminate between 

/these acts and the other social acts ;*iich- primarily benefit oneself 
(Eisenberg, Cameron, Tryon, & Dodez, 1981; Tonick, et al., Note 1). 
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The lack of a relationship betw^e^ tyies of ptosocial behaviors is 
inconsistent with the general orgahismic model; there is some evi^^Lce ^ 
thfit there are motivational systons ^lich underlie patterns of prosocial 
behavior. Thus, ^Aiile prosocial categories appear to be independent and ^ ' 
subject to some situational control, processes involving perspective taking 



i^esse 



and empathy are implicated .in the motivational systems influencing diverse ^ 
prosoC^pl acta and individual differences it^ these beha>dLors. Expansion 
or synth'e'^sfe^ of the fundamental suppositions' of the mechani*stic and 
^ organismic mo^l^ 'a^e needed. ^ 

Different patterns of prosocial behavior may reflect differences in the . 
child's processing of situational and motivational cues* It may be that 
cept-ain prosocial behaviors, such as helping, are mediated by cognitive, 
processes, \*ile* others , e.g., sharing, are influenced by affective; * 
processes. The child's- capacity for emotional responsiveness and its 
relationship to prosocial behavior, ijarticularly sharing, deserves further 
attention* S^tainly we must be cautious to avoid overreliance on any 
single measure of perspective taking, empathy, or prosocial behavior* 



^.Cfj;>^Jtlple measmfes which reflect various contextual and motivational systems 

\ 

and are sensitive to differences in types of prosocljkl behavior and in the 



recipients as well as the altruists are req^red* Assessment procedures which 
are limited in scope fail to addriess these issues and could lead to over- 
generalization of contex.t-specific findings. \ 



24 



, - ^ ■ - Prosoclal Behavior* ^ 

' . • . 24. ^ 



Reference Notes^ 

1. Tonick, I. j\ , Gelf and ,: D, M., Hartmffnn, D. Gromer, C\ C. & Mlllsapp, 

A naturalistic study of children's prosocial behavior . Paper 
presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, 
San- F»ancisco, August 1977, * / 

2. Allen, J. C> , ^ Dimensions of empathic development gnd prosocial behavior > 
Unpublished' manuscript, Washington State 'University^' l57ft, 

3,. "Leiman, B, Affective empathy and subsequent altruism in kindergartners 
and first' graders / Paper presented at the meeting of the American 
Psychojo^cal' Association,- Toronto, August 1978, 

4/ Sawin, D, B, Assessing empathy iii -children: A search for an elu§tj.v^ 

C I , 

construct > Paper presented at the peeting of the Society foT Research 
' in Child Development, San^r'ancisco, April 1979. * ^ 

5. 'y^rney, M. C. The relationship between , altruism', empathy and mor^ 
judgment in young .children . Unpublished manuscript. University ^f 

Windsor, 1976. ' • * .x ' 

6. Kurdek, L. A. Assessment of children's perspective taking. sTcillfe ; ^ 
Researcher^ s perspective . Unpublished manusbript, Wright State 

• University, '1979. 



ERIG . .. 25 



Prosocial Behaviot 



25.' 



\ ^ ' Refiarehces ^ 

Aderman, D. & BerkoWitz, L. Observational set., empathy, and helping. - 

' Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 1970'^ 14, 141-148. 

\ ^ s ^ ^ 7 ^ ' > 

Aronfreed,' J. Conduct and conscience ^ New York: AcfdemiC Press, ^1968. 

Barrett, D. E. A naturalistic study of sex differenced in children's 

,aggression. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly ^ 1979^ 25, 193-203.. - , V 

Borke, H.* Interpersonal perception of young children: Eg(^ntrism or 

empathy?^ Developmei^tal- Psychology , 1971, 2> 263-269. \ f 

Bryan, J. H. Chdldrep^s cooperation and'-helping behaviors. In E. M. 
^ Hetherington (Ed .)A Review <bf child development research (Vol. 5) 

Chicago': Univ^si^^ Chicago," .Pre s a, 1975. ' • 

Buckley, N., Si^g^l, L.^'s., .& Ness/ S.\ Egocentrism, empathy, and altruistic 

behavior in young children. Developmental Psychology , 1979, j^, 329^330. 
Burns, N., & Cavey, L. Age differences in empathic ability among children. 

Canadian Journal of Psychology , 1957, 11, ^27-230. 

^ , y * - , • 

/ 

Chandler, M. J. Egpcentrlsm and antisocial behavior: The assessment; and 

training of social perspective-taking skills. Developmental Psychology , 
. ,1973, 9, 32673 32. . , / . 

^^^ies, Rf The development of role-taking as reflected 'by behavior of- 
bjtight; average, and retard^ children in a^. social guessing game. 
^ Child. Development , 1970, 4l_, J59-7^0^ ' - ■ ^ 

Eisenberg, N., Cameron, E. , Tryon, K. , & Dodez, R.. Socialization pf, prosocial 
behavior in the preschool classroom. Abstracts of Individual Papers ,, 

SRCD,' 1981, 3; 86. • * * . ' ^« ' ' 

Eisenberg-Berg, N.*& Lennon, R. Altruism and the assessment of empathy in 

• ^ ♦ s. ... 

the preschool years. ^ 'Chf Id Development ,| 1980, 552-557. 



Jrosocial Behavior 

26. ' 

» i 

■ . . • I . • • 

Peshbach, N« & Roe, K. Empathy in six- and seven-year-olds. Child ^ * 

Development , 1968, 39, 133-145. 

Flavell, J. H. The development of role-taking and communication skills 

in children . New York; Wiley, 1968. 

Gove, F. L., & Keating, P. Empathic role-taking precursors. 

Developmental Psychology , 1979, 15, 594-600. 

Hay, D. F. Cooperative interactions and sharing between very young children 

and' their parents. Developmental Psychology , 15 , 6'47-653. 

Hoffman, M. L. Developmental sjm thesis of affect and cognition and its 

implications for altruistic motivation. Developmental Psychology , 

1975, 11, 605-622, ' ^ 

lannotti, R. J. The m^ny faces of empathy; An analysis of the definition 

and evaluation of . empathy in children . Paper presented at the meeting 

of the Society for Research ii) Child Development, Denver, 1975. (ERIC 

Document Reproduction Service No. ED 143444) (a). ' 

lannotti, \. J; The nature and measurement of ^empathy in children. The 

Counfiellng PsycKologlst . .1975, 5 (2), 21-24 (b). - 

lannotti, R. J. The effect J>f role-taking experiences on role taking, empathy, 

altrxiism, and aggression. Developmental Psychology , 1978, 14., 119-124, 

lannotti, R. J. The elements of empathy . Papei; presented at the meeting of 

the Society^^^^search in Child Development, San Francisco, March 1979. 

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. E^71399) 

Johnson, D. W. . Cboperatif<rSf?iess and social perspective t;,aking. Journal of 

Personality jnd Social Psychology , X975, 1241-244., 

Krebs, D., & Stmrrup,"B. Rol^-taking^ability and altruistic behilvior in 

Jelementaxy ^chool children*. Personality and 'Social Psychology Bulletin, 

M974, li 407-409. ' . < 



Prosocial Behavior 

^. * ' 11. 

Kurdek, L# A# Structural components and , intellectual correlates of cognitive 

perspective taking in first- through fourth-grade children^* Child 
^ , Developaent > 1977^ 48 1503-1511. 

Levine, L. E. , & Hoffman, M. L. Empathy and coopferation .in |i-year-olds. 

Developmental Psychology , 1975, 11, 533-534/ 
Marcus, R. F., Telleen, S.,' & Roke, E. J. Relation between cboperation and 

empathy in young children. Developmental Psychology , 19791 15 , 346-347.- 
Mehrabian, H. , Epstein, M. A measure of emotional empathy. ^ "Jci^rnal of 

Personality ,* 1972, AO, 525-543. 
Miller, S. M. Interrelationships am6ng dependency, enlpathy, and-shating. 

Motivation and Emotion , 1979, 3, 183-19'9. 
Radke-Yarrow, M., Zahn-Waxler, C. , & Chapman,. M. Ohiljiren's- prosocial 

dispositions and beh\vior. In M. Hfijtherington (Ed.) Manual of Child 

Psychology . Volume on Personality and Social Developiflent . New York:. 

. • 'i * 

'Wlley,'^in press. 1 • 

Reese, H. W., & OVerton, W. Models o^ development and theories of develop 
ment. In L. R. Gouiet^'& P. Balte^ (Eds.), Lj^e-Span developmental 
psychology: Research and theory .' New York: Academic Press, 1970. 
R\;bin, K. H. Role taking in childhood: Some methodological considerations. 

Child Development , 1978, 4^, 428-433. 
Rubin, K. H., & Schneider, F. W. the relationship between moral judgment, 
^egocentrism, and altruistic behavior. Child DevelopmQpt , 1973, 44, 
661-665.^ ' . ^ 
Ru^hton, J. P. Soxrialization and the altruis.tic .behavior: of children.- 

' Psychological Bulletin , 1976, 83, 893-^13^ 
Rushton, J. P., & Wiener, J. Altruism and cognitive development in children. 
British Journal ^of Social and Clinical Psychology; 1975, 14, 341-349. 



• * . ' Prosoci^ Behavior 

28, 

Shantz, !!• The development of social cognition* In Hetherington (Ed.*) 

Review of Child Development Research , Vol. 5. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Pres^s, 1975. ♦ 
Staub, E." The use of role playing and induction in children's learning 

of helping and sharing behavior. Child Development , 1971, 4^, 805-816. 
Yarrow, M. R.,, & Waxier, C. Z. Dimensions and correlates of prosocial 

behavior in young children. Child Development , 1976, \47, 118-125. 

Zahn-Waxler, C. , Hadke-Yarrow, M. , & Brady-Smith, J. Perspective-taking 

? • 

and prosocial behavior. Developmental Psychology , 1977, 13^, 87-88. 




29 



r ' • • 








Prosoci^ Behavior 






• 

■J 




Table 
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DEFINITIONS OF 


'OBSERVATION/^L CATEGORIES 


• 


• 


CATEGORY 


ftELIABILITY^ , 


/ 

DEFINITION 






■ ^. . -: 

ANTECEDENTS : 
Verbal Request 

* * 

• 


50 




\ * 

The potential "recipient of the prosocial 
behavior explicitly asks for assistance, 
possession of the object, etc« 






Nonvelrbal Request 

4 

Directed by Child • 

Directed by Teacher" 

• 


75 

100 
90 




The potential recipient uses nonverbal 
means, e.g., pointing or reaching for 
the object, to indicate desire for the 
prosocial behavior. 

A child other than the recipient directs 
or requests that , the child exhibit a 
prosocial behavior. 

A teacher requests or directs that the 
child exhibit prosocial behavior. 




< 


No Req^iiest 


77 




Th^re is no explicit verbal or non- 
verbal request but the chil^ does 
appear to need the prosocial behavior, 
e.g., jas evidenced by using the object 
or pursui'ng an activity which is made 
possible by the prosocial behavior. 






Don*t Know 'or No-Need 

« 


100 




« 

There is no explicit request and the 
recipient doesn*t seem to need pro- 
social act, e.g., doesn*t play with a 
shared object or does not change 
activities as a result of the prosocial 
behavior. 






ALTRUISTIC BEHAVIORS : 












Sharing 

* 


,86 




The altruist gives an object to another, 
permits other to share in the use of an 
object, 'or verbally offers An object 
^Aich waQ previously in the*altfuist*s 
possession. 












30. 

♦ ' , ' ' ' . . >^ 





Prosocial Behavior 



CATI^iSORY 



Table 1 (cont'd) 
■ DEFINITI'ONS CF OBSERVATIONAL CATEGORIES 

RELIABIBILITY^ . DEFINITION 



Cooperating 



90 



Helping ^ 



71 



qpmfortingb 



Refusal 

CONSEQUENCES 
Tbank you^ 

Affection^ 

Prosocial^ 

Nothing or Don't Know 



83 



89 



The altruist and at least one other 
child are mutually involved in a task 
such as clean-nip or an activity which 
is facilitated by cooperationt Both 
children benefit from their involvement 
whereas the other child is the major 
beneficiary in sharing, helping,, or 
comforting. 

The altruist assists another child by 
providing information, requesting aid 
for the child from a teacher or another 
child, or by doing something which 
facilitates the ongoing activity of the 
other child. 

This is coded .only when the recipient ^ 
has shown distress prior to the act. 
Comforting includes verbal or physical 
consolation, such as sympathy, affection, 
giving an object fb the distressed other, 
or getting an adult to attend to the y/V 
distressed other. * ^ f ^ 

Child .does not act prosocially when it 
is explicitly requested. ^ 



The recipient or other person expresses 
verbal gratitude. ^ 

The recipient or other person^^shows 
physical affection. 

The recipient behaves prosocially to the 
altruist in response to the prosocial act. 

There appears to be none of the above 
behaviors in resitonse to the prosocial act 



^ Percent agreements are based on 300 .minutes of observation by both observers, 
b Tfiese categories had very low freq'uenci^s and did not provide sufficient data 
^for canputing reliabilities. 
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IffiANS FOR pBSERVATIONAL CATEGORIES, LABORATORY MEASURES, 


• 






AND TEACHER RATINGS' 










BEHAVIOR 
OBSERVATIOmL CATBSORIES^: 


MALES 


FEMALES 








Sharing 
Cooperating 

Helping ^ • 
Comforting ' 
Refusing 


.0306 
.0783 . 
.0150 
.0004 
.0297 


.0304 
. .0912 
;0286 
.0000. 
.0104 








laboratory' measures : 


1 










Helping Task 
Sharing Task . 
Penny Hl^ding* 
Gift Choice 


3.16 
8.39 
3.32 


.381 
►3.42 

Q 

3.57 
.762 








Nickel-Dime Game 


.548 








SITUATIONAL mPATHY 












Label others emotions 
Label own emotions 


2.39 
2.29 


1.76 

2.43 ., ^ 








AFFECTIVE EMPATHY / 












Label others emotions 


3.97 










Label own emotions 


2.84 










TEACHER RATINGS ' ^. 












Sharing 
Cooperating 
' ;Helping 
Comforting ' 


84.5 
89.4 
86.7 
83.2 


91. 4^ 
92.2 
88;5 
88. 6C 








V 

^Means for observational categories were computed by dividing the frequency 








of occurance by the minutes 


observed for each child^ 










'^Females were ratted as sharing s 


ignificantly more than males (£ < .001) 






i 


^Females were rated as comforting fSignificantly more than males 


(£ < .05) 




1 
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Table-.3 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN -SELECTED OBSERVATIONAL CATEGORIES AND LABORATORY MEASURES 



OBSERVATIONAL CATEGORIES 




1 








s 










1 


2 










7 


A 

u 


0 


!• Teacher Directed 








• 












'2. No Request 


-.08 














1 




3« Sharing 


• 15 


- .02 


1 




1 










4. Cooperation 


.34* 


.,36**, 


.06 




c • 










5. Helping 
6 • Ref u8^ 


-^.14 


.45** 
.03 


.04 


• 13 

-^•01 


-. 10 




1 






LABORATORY MEASURES: 
1. Help task . 


.18 


?^-.28* 


-.16 


-.03 


-.23 


t 

-.05 








8. Sharing Task 


•03 


-.04 


.J J* 








— no 






9. Peri^y Hiding 


.12 • 


' .11 


.01 


.14 

a 




A C 


— . Uo 


1 7 




10. Gift Choice 


•23 


-.10 


-.01 


. 13 


-. lo 


.Uo 






.uo 


11. Nickle-Dime 


.11 


-.34* 


.01 


-.21 


-.15 


-.05 


-.01 


.03 


-.03 


SITUATIONAL EMPATHY 


V 


















12. Label Other's. 


.30* 


-.29* 


-.24 


-.04 


-.16 • 


-.05 


.29* 


-.24 


-.06 


13. Label Own Emotions 


.21 


-.11 


.-•11 


.21, 


-.18 


^.09 


.13 


-.05 


.04 



' AFFECTIVE EMPATHY 

■ ' 14, Label Other's v ' / • * 

Emdtions -.24 '.42** .33* .10 .19 .14 • -a9 .32* .07 

* 15. Label Own Emotions .03 .10 .11 .06 .09 .35* -.01 .01 -.04 

ERIC ' *£ < .05, **£ < .01, ***£ < .001 



